This article represents a study aiming at developing: (1) an IBTEM which is capable to promote partnership between training providers and their client institutions, easy to understand, effective, efficient; and (2) an IBTEM implementation guide which is comprehensive, coherent, easy to understand, effective, and efficient. The method used in the study was Research and Development (R & D) suggested by D. Gall, P. Gall, and Borg (2007) that was simplified into three phases: pre-development, development, and validation phases. The pre-development phase was used to review related theories, interview resource persons, and collect relevant documents. The result of this phase was an IBTEM draft. The development phase was used to organize a focus group discussion (FGD) attended by participants from the Yogyakarta Education Quality Assurance Institute, Regional Offices of Education, school supervisors, principals, and teachers. The result of this phase was a revised IBTEM draft. The validation phase consisted of internal and external validations. The internal validation was done through a Delphi technique. The team in the Delphi involved experts in educational evaluation, educational management, and vocational education. The result of the internal validation phase was a theoretical IBTEM that was then validated externally. The external validation was conducted by carrying out limited field testing of the theoretical IBTEM involving three institutions: the Center for Development and Empowerment for Arts Teachers, Center for Development and Empowerment for Mathematics Teachers, and the Yogyakarta Education Quality Assurance Institute. The external validation phase resulted in a final IBTEM. The study results confirm that: (1) the developed IBTEM is capable to promote partnership between training providers and their client institutions, easy to understand, effective, and efficient; and (2) the developed IBTEM implementation guide which is comprehensive, coherent, easy to understand, effective, and efficient.
Introduction
states that education and training can raise the level of one's earning and productivity that eventually improves her/his income over the cost of the training s/he might have spent. Noe (2010) is in line with Becker in that educational institutions nowadays have developed training models to innovatively improve the participants' financial performance than those who have not participated in the trainings. However, both statements will come true provided that the trainings are properly designed as to meet the expected outcomes. In this perspective, impact-based training evaluation model (IBTEM) offers some promising innovations in promoting the training participants capacity to improve their level of contribution of institutional productivity.
IBTEM is an evaluation model designed to measure the effectiveness of training in improving performance of the client's institution. IBTEM is very keen on achieving the expected impact on client's institution (rate of expectation-ROE). In IBTEM frame, evaluation is to be done in class by the training provider and at the workplace by the client's institution under collaboration with or guidance from the training provider.
The framework of IBTEM refers to the four levels of evaluation (Kirkpatrick, 1996) . The first level (EL1) is REACTION, the second evaluation (EL2) is LEARNING, the third level (EL3) is BEHAVIOR, and the fourth (EL4) is RESULTS/IMPACTS. Reaction and learning evaluations are administered in class, while behavior and results are administered at the work place. Figure 1 below illustrates how the four levels of evaluation work. 
Review of Related Literature
Eseryel (2002) describe that tools and methodologies used in evaluation should help determine the effectiveness of instructional interventions, including the effectiveness of training program. However, in reality most training providers do not conduct the evaluation, especially on ET3 and ET4. Furthermore, McEvoy and Buller (1990) put forward possible explanations for inadequate evaluations that include: insufficient budget allocated; insufficient time allocated; lack of expertise; blind trust in training solutions; or lack of methods and tools. Also, partly the reason for training providers not to conduct ET3 and ET4 is the complexity of evaluation task. The scope of training evaluation is also wide, it may concern on learning transfer and organizational impact (as cited in Eseryel, 2002, p. 93 ). This literature review will describe four conceptual references: (1) training evaluation approach; (2) effective training; (3) training effectiveness; and (4) Kirkpatrick Business Partnership Model.
Training Evaluation Approach
According to Eseryel (2002) , there are six categories of training evaluation approaches: (1) Goal-based evaluation, it is an evaluation approach that focuses primarily on the goal achievement; (2) Goal-free evaluation, it is an evaluation approach that does not only confirm to the achievement of training goal formulated, but also to know the added values (benefits) resulted from the training; (3) Responsive evaluation, it is an evaluation approach that focuses on aspects requested by a training partnership institution; (4) System evaluation, it is an evaluation approach that focuses on whether training or other intervention implemented is effective and efficient; (5) Professional review evaluation, it is an evaluation approach that is done by external evaluation experts; and (6) Quasi-legal approach, it is rarely done, and it is done based on legal basis (actual court-of-inquiry format) to present evidence, testimony, and evaluate the training implementation and its product.
Among the six approaches, the goal-based and system-based approaches are mostly used for training evaluation. The goal-based approach is used with reference to Kirkpatrik's four level evaluation, and the system-based approach is used with reference to Context, Input, Process, Product (CIPP) model; Training Validation System (TVS); and Input, Process, Output, Outcomes (IPOO) model (Phillips, 1991) .
Effective Training
The guideline book published by The United States Office of Personnel Management [US-OPM] (2011) explains that effective training takes place when the analysis of EL1 and EL2 scores high and satisfactorily. This would mean that the response of the training participants is good and that they have acquired the expected skills or competence. Common indicators for an effective training would include programs offered, attendance, availability of study program catalog, reaction evaluation data, and the results of pretest and posttest. The former three indicators have low correlation with effective training, they just indicate the amount of time, effort, and money has been spent. The last two indicators are commonly used to confirm whether the training is effective. D. Robinson and J. Robinson (1989) identify at least five indicators for an effective training: (1) training providers are only concerned with internal evaluation (EL1 and EL2), and the training outcomes are considered as the responsibility of the respective client's institution; (2) the more training conducted, the better their performance; (3) the transfer of skills from class to workplace is next to nothing; (4) no training need analysis; and (5) there is no share training responsibility assigned to client institution.
Effective training is important, but it is not enough since it just indicates an achievement in class. We never know if the alumni apply their knowledge and skills at the workplace and produce the expected outcomes.
Training Effectiveness
Training is effective when the acquired skills and knowledge are applicable at the workplace and foster the achievement of the institutional expectation and mission (US-OPM, 2011, p. 123) . The mission achievement can be seen from the results of EL3 and EL4. The main goal of training is the accomplishment of the target performance of the client institution. The evaluation training approaches provide methods and tools to measure the accomplishment of the main goal. Within the YDOE, the school supervisors, principals, and teachers claim that the training programs so far are organized by the central government. This top-down approach often makes the district people disoriented since the national policy and regulations frequently change from time to time. As a result, the training providers do not want to conduct need training identification (Phase 1), and agreement on expected training outcomes between training provider and client institution (Phase 2). They state later on that such IBTEM implementation would require a number of well-trained personnel in external evaluation (EL3 and EL4), time, budget, and commitment of stakeholders.
YDOE and school agreed that IBTEM has to be comprehensive covering internal evaluation in training class (EL1 and EL2) and external evaluation at the workplace (EL3 and EL4). Even so, IBTEM needs to be simple, easy to understand, easy to implement (practical), and of course, effective and efficient in measuring the achievement of training objective. In addition, IBTEM needs a guide book for training providers as well as for client institutions.
Analysis of qulitative data collected by open questionnaire revealed that 67 percent of respondents respond positively to IBTEM. They agreed that as an evaluation model it promotes partnership between training provider and client institution, easy to understand, effective, and efficient. On the other hand, 33 percent of respondents stated that IBTEM is not practical and difficult to implement since it would need a lot of budget, human resources, and time.
IBTEM also needs human resources who have specific knowledge and skills to conduct and analyze impact-based training evaluation, especially for EL3 and EL4. Furthermore, they also suggested that the number of implementation phases still need to be minimized. The implementation of IBTEM needs supports from many relevant parties, although field evaluation (EL3 and EL4) would be potentially subjective.
All suggestions and criticisms for IBTEM development were accommodated, analyzed, to produce four inputs or feedbacks. First, to make simple model scheme without ignoring its essence, "Identify necessities for success and leading indicators" on top of KBPM scheme is eliminated because it should be inherent in phases of evaluation planning both in the training class and at the work place settings. Second, to avoid misunderstanding that IBTEM is an evaluation training model not planning training model, all phrases that are categorized in planning area should be eliminated. Consequently, Phase 6 in IBTEM Draft "Design and build training program and evaluation tools" is modified to "Design and build of training evaluation tools".
Third, Phase 7-"Deliver training program" is also eliminated, while in-on-in approach in model scheme is articulated in Phase 6 and in Phase 7. In the case of Phase 1-"Identify business' need", it is considered a planning area, even so it is needed as a starting step in evaluation proses. The forum agreed that this Phase was left there and considered as Phase zero (0). Fourth, if possible, ROE is continued by calculating the rate of investment (ROI) of the training. These four inputs will be combined with other inputs from validity test of the mode that will be Vol. 9, No. 2; 2016 discussed in the next section. All these inputs will be accommodated then analyzed, and the results will be illustrated in IBTEM Final (Figure 4 ).
IBTEM Validation
Model validation is done internally and externally. Internal validation is to examine whether conceptual framework and its content of IBTEM scientifically reflect an evaluation model. Therefore, IBTEM needs to be validated by relevant experts, while the purpose of external validation is to know whether IBTEM can be understood easily and practically implemented by participants at the workplace.
Internal Validation
Internal validation of IBTEM is done by administering a modified Delphi Technique that the IBTEM document is not sent to the expert team but the team is invited to a meeting to provide arguments for an agreement. Expert team consists of three respective experts in the area of Educational Evaluation, Educational management, and Vocational Education. The conceptual framework of IBTEM which reflects results/impact oriented for client institution, partnership, coherence, simple, easy to understand, effective, and efficient is presented to the team. At the end of the forum, the expert team agrees to provide the following recommendations.
First, referring to a cycle model of quality management suggested by Deming (2000) , the number of implementation phases in IBTEM needs to be classified into four categories: Planning Evaluation; Doing Evaluation; Checking (analyzing evaluation results and reporting); Action (revising or improving ROE). Second, when EL4 (Phase 8) does not meet institution expectation (ROE), Phase 8a needs to trace the causes. It is probably no facility which is needed to implement training results at the workplace or training alumni needs remedy in certain part of training material. Third, in line with the second recommendation, it is necessary to confirm whether results of EL4 (Phase 10) has met the agreed ROE (Phase 1). In this IBTEM scheme, this confirmation can be illustrated by an arrow. When training results (EL4) have met agreed ROE, client institution can raise its ROE and this would suggest that IBTEM is a cycle model of sustainable quality improvement in line with Kaizen principles (Akinyemi & Abiddin, 2013).
These three recommendations resulted from internal validation will be combined with the four previous inputs from model development phase and produce the final IBTEM as shown in Figure 4 and ready to be externally validated. For the IBTEM implementation guide, the team agreed that the implementation guide should focus on four evaluation levels (EL1, EL2, EL3, and EL4), systematic description, analysis example for each level of evaluation, understandability, practicality, effectiveness, and efficiency.
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The object wider pop providers, Data collection tool used in this study was questionnaire containing a number of questions on main characteristics that should be part of IBTEM as an evaluation model. The main characteristics are partnership-oriented with client institution, easy to understand, effective and efficient. The Collected data and information were analyzed and the results were presented in Table 2 . Note. 4 = Strongly Agree; 3 = Agree; 2 = Disagree; 1 = Strongly Disagree. Table 2 shows that mean score for all aspects (X) is 3.29 in the score range 1-4. It means that IBTEM is very feasible as an evaluation model. Mean score for each aspects of IBTEM is presented in Table 2 above.
External Validity of IBTEM Implementation Guide
Feasibility assessment to IBTEM implementation guide covers five aspects that are comprehensive, coherent, easy to understand, effective, and efficient. The results of data analysis on respondent assessment to IBTEM implementation guide are presented in Table 3 below. Table 3 shows that the overall mean score is (X) = 3.20. It means that IBTEM implementation guide is overall feasible.
Discussion
Data analysis shows that IBTEM as a goal-based evaluation model is "very feasible". This is [very] understandable because conceptually and technically IBTEM is really feasible with the following rationales. First, conceptually under IBTEM client institution is treated as subject, not as object, for that reason training is designed based on the spirit of partnership with goal/impact orientation as expected by client institution. Therefore, Phase 1 in IBTEM scheme (Figure 4) is to agree on defining outcome expected from the training. The same case for Phase 2 which is to agree on key behaviors and facilitation needed in implementing training results at the workplace. This means that client institution understands, agrees, and will be able to provide supports both policies and facilities needed by training alumni to implement what was learnt in training.
Second, to make concept clear, locus of evaluation is categorized into two locations: internal evaluation that is done in class and external evaluation that is done at the workplace. These two categories are placed at top of IBTEM Final scheme (Figure 4) . Internal evaluation covers participant responses to training implementation (Reaction-EL1) and participant skills/competence [ability] gained at the end of training (Learning-EL2). External evaluation covers the implementation of training material delivered at the workforce (Behavior-EL3) and results/impacts gained by client institution (Results-EL4). This concept emphasizes that training evaluation covers both internal and external evaluation; therefore, training is not completed yet when it covers only internal evaluation and will not affect the institution. External evaluation is inseparable from internal evaluation and this is something to be done. Without external evaluation we will not know the effectiveness of the training.
Third, "in-on-in" approach in training delivery. It is an articulation of training delivery in class and its behavior evaluation (EL3) at the workplace. As explained before, the first and second "in" are training delivery in class and "on" is an application of training material at the workplace, at the same time, is an evaluation of key behavior implementation (EL3) at the workplace. The intention of EL3 is to know whether training participants are able to implement training material at the work place. If not, questions need to be raised on some issues, such as training alumni are not confident, some facilities needed are not available. This "in-on-in" approach is also a solution of traditional training that focus only on class activities. This approach is employed with partnership spirit with client institution and it may become learning experience for client institution in conducting behavior evaluation (EL3). This third rationale is in line with the first that treats client institution as a subject not as an object, in which case, it is in the aspect of conducting behavior evaluation (EL3).
Fourth, conceptually the 10 phases in IBTEM scheme (Figure 4 ) are categorized into three main phases: Planning, Doing; and checking. Planning consists of five phases (Phase 1-5). Doing consists of three phases (Phases 6-8), and Checking consists of two phases (Phases 9-10). This categorization is in line with Sinthukhot (2013) . In his research model, Evaluation Model for Internal Quality Assurance, there are also three major phases: Preparation, Evaluation Procedure, and Reporting. However, these three major phases can still be added with Phase 4, that is, Action. This fourth phase makes up four major phases: Planning, Doing, Checking, and Action (PDCA), and forms a cycle of quality improvement management as suggested by Deming (2000) . Action in this context means revising ROE when analysis on EL4 shows that training results in workplace is lower than ROE or increase ROE when training results at workplace has met or surpassed the target of training results.
Implementation of IBTEM is a matter of enculturation, or treating client institution as subject, and making the training results meet/surpass client's needs. In Total Quality Management language, it would be known as "customer satisfaction". In the enculturation process, there are two out of 14 Deming's principles that are relevant: "Adopt the new philosophy" and "Put everybody in the institution to work accomplishing the transformation". The new philosophy and transformation in IBTEM implementation is shifting paradigm from training for activity (TFA) to training for impact (TFI) as explained in the introduction section of this article.
Fifth, technically IBTEM is easy to implement because it comprises only 10-phases compared to its main reference KBPM that comprises 18 phases. The reduction of phase number was done because IBTEM focus only on evaluation scheme so that phases that were related to planning domain were eliminated. The elimination of planning phases (e.g., Phase 6-Design learning program and evaluation tools) was based on respondents' feedback. The respondents indicated that they had difficulties to identify whether IBTEM draft (Figure 3 ) was training evaluation scheme or planning one.
The phase reduction by combining several into one, e.g. in results evaluation report, was from the four phases (EL1, EL2, EL3, and EL4). The reduction of phases is to simplify IBTEM scheme. This is exactly what is suggested by Rogers (1995, p. 242) . In his book Diffusion of Innovation, he said that the simpler the concept of www.ccsenet.org/ies
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The success of IBTEM implementation surely needs stakeholder's understanding on training effectiveness and commitment of the leader and staff both in training provider and client institutions. For that reasons, the following topics will be discussed as references to the success IBTEM implementation and its future implications: (1) promoting partnership; (2) effective training and training effectiveness; (3) leader commitment; (4) an ideal training evaluation model; (5) IBTEM's contribution to the development of science; and (6) challenges for IBTEM implementation.
Promoting Partnership
Partnership in this case means collaboration among relevant parties in designing, administering, and evaluating training. The main parties in training partnership are training designer and client institution that sends training participants. Table 2 shows that mean score (X) for promoting partnership aspect is 3.47. It means that IBTEM as a training evaluation model is very partnership oriented. Phases 1 and 2 in Figure 3 conform to this description. Petersen (2011) defined "partnership is an agreement when two or more people or groups work together toward mutual goals … a partnership must benefit both sides for it to be truly effective" (p. 5). Good partnership will place both sides on the same level of position. Both sides become subjects in determining ROE. Contradictory in conventional training, designer (generally in public institutions) acts as subject and training participants are treated as object. This commonly happens in trainings conducted by central/national government following top-down polices. In partnership oriented training, client institution is involved and empowered especially in administering EL3 and EL4.
Effective and Efficient Training
According to Merriam-Webster Dictionary (1984) effective means having an expected or intended effect or producing a desired effect, while efficient means acting directly to produce an effect (pp. 418-419). Sharma (2009) explains the word effective means do the right things and efficient do the things right (p. 96). Table2 shows mean score (X) for effective aspect is 3.30 that means IBTEM is "very effective" as an evaluation model. Mean score for efficiency is 3.23 that mean IBTEM is "efficient" to measure ROE. Therefore, IBTEM is functionally effective and efficient as an evaluation model for measuring achievement of ROE. To know training effectiveness we need to analyze EL4 whether this training result has met ROE. If it does not meet it, the cause(s) need to be traced through phase 8a in Figure 3 as explained in the earlier discussion. Especially in the context of private sector, training effectiveness should be followed up by calculating rate on investment (ROI). It is categorized as evaluation level 5 (EL5) as it was described by Phillips (2007) in Table 4 below. Measures participant reaction to and satisfaction with the training program and participant's plans for action.
Learning of training material -EL2
Measures skills and knowledge gains 3. Application and Implementation of training material -EL3
Measures changes on-the-job application, behavior change, and implementation.
Business Impact -EL4
Measures business impact
Return on Investment (ROI) -EL5
Compares the monetary value of the business outcomes with the costs of the training program Phillips (2007) explained that the ROI analysis procedure is done through four phases: Evaluation Planning, Data Collection, Data Analysis, and Reporting. Each phase is illustrated in following Figure. www Deming (2000) .
In the context of organizational development, theoretically, the implementation of IBTEM should lead an organization to become learning organization, promote quality culture that eventually leads all employees to internalize values and principles of continuous quality improvement (continuous quality improvement) in line with Kaizen principle.
The Challenges IBTEM Implementation
Up to now, there is no much data and information available in Indonesia on the implementation of goal-based training evaluation. Tupamahu and Soetjito (2005) , reported that generally companies in Indonesia have conducted training evaluation, but these evaluations were only conducted in class (EL1 and EL2), and never reach evaluation at the workplace (EL3 and EL4). Steffenny and Praptiningsih (2013) recently did a research in private company PT Jaya Mas Mandiri Plus in Surabaya, and they reported that this company had conducted EL1 to EL4, but no detail information reported except a little bit information that EL1 and EL2 results were satisfactory, and those results were analyzed based on company point of view. The researcher suggested that the future training evaluation needs to be done and analyzed based on the data and information collected from training participant point of view.
In short, not much information and data related to training evaluation available from both Indonesian private and state institutions. Similarly no reasons or causes identified for most institutions in Indonesia for not implementing goal-based training evaluation so far.
In response to those factors, a training evaluation field guide published by US-OPM (2011) categorized those causes for not implementing goal-based training evaluation into six potential reasons and offered the following recommendations. First, since there is not enough budget available for outside class activities, review the existing training programs and substitute them with other training activities that produce the same results. For those training programs that cannot be substituted, find an alternative form of class training led by instructors with, for example, on-line system. This training form can be accompanied by e.g., technical assistance at workplace, job rotation, coaching, and teamwork. This saving in money and time from the alternative programs above can be allocated to conduct EL3 and EL4.
Second, their leaders do not provide clear directions for doing EL3 and EL4. Therefore, information on impact-based training evaluation needs to be communicated openly to leaders that EL3 and EL4 will contribute to the achievement of organization mission. Third, leaders are only interested in conducting certain training but not in trying to develop other training models. It is recommended to share with leaders about ineffectiveness training and shows them research findings on effectiveness training using EL3 and EL4. Four, they do not have enough expertise except to conduct training in class. They should have done some things such as benchmarking, inviting training evaluation experts, or searching for relevant tutorial material in internet.
Fifth, they do not have enough staff in conducting EL3 and EL4, but they can arrange and conduct EL1 and EL2 as efficient as possible to save resources. Develop EL1 which is short and self-evaluation and use EL2 with retrospective pre-and post-assessments, not full pre and posttests. Allocate the saving budget for conducting EL3 and EL4. Do external survey for EL3 -EL4, FGD only for specific mission and programs. Sixth, their training staffs are not confident to do training evaluation outside class. In this case, they could hold organization workgroups, and then invite an outside professional speaker(s) to speak on results/impacts oriented training evaluation and the benefit of training partnership.
Conclusion
With reference to the objectives, this research infers that IBTEM as a goal-based evaluation approach turned out to be partnership oriented between training provider and clients, easy to understand, effective, and efficient. Second, IBTEM implementation guide was really comprehensive, coherent, easy to understand, effective, and efficient as a field guide. The implication of this research are (1) the IBTEM implementation would need stakeholder's commitment to shift their paradigm from training for activity (TFA) to training for impact (TFI); (2) there should be workshops or FGD for the selected stakeholders on how to implement IBTEM; and (3) Since IBTEM implementation needs human resources who have adequate knowledge and skills, therefore policies and budget should be proportionally allocated to conduct EL3 and EL4.
nature for planning and implementation for both state and private institutions. The limitation of this research, among others, was on the selection of senior facilitators (widyaiswara) as respondents in YEQAI and in PPPPTK were not taken randomly, but through an objective negotiation involving the researcher team and the institution Heads. Research method used in this study was dominantly quantitative that rely on a questionnaire as collecting data technique. For the future, research on IBTEM should be balanced with qualitative approach or mixed.
